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 The Robert F. Kennedy (RFK) Memorial Stadium, once home to many sports teams 
including the Washington Football Team, has sat empty since the D.C. United soccer team left 
the stadium in 2017 for their new home stadium at Audi Field. The District of Columbia owns 
the stadium and leases the surrounding land from the federal government. In 2019, Events DC, 
the organization that manages the stadium, made the decision to demolish it. This is part of a 
$490 million redevelopment project of this land. It is currently unclear what will replace the 
stadium as there are particular conditions of the lease, including what the land can be used for 
and that it ends in 2038, which are limiting factors. One of the options for an anchor facility is 
a new football stadium for the Washington Football Team. This has faced significant pushback 
in the past, although the dynamics have shifted in recent years. 
 It is essential for the District to gain long term control of the land for any development 
to occur due to financing and other issues. This paper analyzes the policy proposal of passing 
legislation in Congress to extend the lease of the land by 50 years. This would secure long term 
management of the land by the District of Columbia. However it would maintain conditions 
that the District would only be allowed to use the land for recreational purposes and would 
have to seek approval from several federal agencies before development. Congresswoman 
Eleanor Holmes Norton has supported this policy proposal before, introducing it in the 115th 
Congress. She has also supported conveyance of the land, where the federal government would 
sell it to the District at fair market value. Ultimately, this paper concludes that it is not the right 
time to reintroduce lease extension legislation and that the Congresswoman should work 
behind the scenes to advocate for the District to gain long term control of the land. 
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To: U.S. Congresswoman Eleanor Holmes Norton (D-DC) 
From: Alaina B. Skalski 
Date: December 3, 2021 
Subject: Redevelopment of the Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Stadium Site 
I. Action Forcing Event 
Former players from the Washington Football Team (formerly the Washington Redskins) 
visited the Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Stadium to say goodbye prior to its scheduled 2022 
demolition.1 The demolition was previously scheduled to occur in 2021 but had to be delayed due to 
the COVID-19 pandemic.2 The Washington Football Team has announced that it will reveal its new 
team name and logo in 2022.3 
II. Statement of the Problem 
 The Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Stadium has been vacant and largely unused since the DC 
United soccer team left the stadium in 2017 for its new home turf at the newly constructed Audi 
Field.4 Although it was initially proposed that the stadium would continue to host other events and 
concerts, it has only hosted one event, which was in 2018.5 Events DC, the organization that currently 
manages RFK stadium and the surrounding areas, announced in 2019 plans to demolish the stadium 
by 2021 because of high maintenance costs totaling about $3.5 million (in 2019$, $3.7 million in 
                                                          
1 Manning, Bryan. “Former Washington Legends Say Goodbye to RFK Stadium.” Washington Wire, May 12, 2021. 
https://washingtonfootballwire.usatoday.com/2021/05/12/former-washington-legends-say-goodbye-to-rfk-stadium-super-
bowl-champions-doug-williams-mark-rypien-dexter-manley-doc-walker/. 
2 Koma, Alex. “D.C. Pushes Back Planned Demolition of RFK Stadium to 2022.” Washington Business Journal, August 25, 
2020. https://www.bizjournals.com/washington/news/2020/08/25/dc-delays-rfk-demolition.html. 
3 Thompson, Cole. “BREAKING: Washington To Reveal New Name And Logo In Early 2022.” Sports Illustrated, July 10, 
2021. https://www.si.com/nfl/washingtonfootball/news/breaking-washington-football-reveal-new-name-and-logo-nfl. 
4 Goff, Steven. “American Soccer Made Its Home at Aging, Funky RFK Stadium.” Washington Post, October 20, 2017. 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/soccer-insider/wp/2017/10/19/soccer-at-rfk-stadium-its-dirty-and-disgusting-and-
ugly-but-its-ours/. 




2021$).6,7 This demolition has since been delayed to 2022 because of the COVID-19 pandemic.8  The 
stadium and surrounding area are valuable land that is being underutilized and not offering value to 
the District, its businesses, and residents. Additionally, there are limits on what the land can be used 
for because of the terms of the lease to the District from the federal government, who owns the land.9 
 The stadium and surrounding area constitute a valuable 190-acre portion of the District of 
Columbia. It is waterfront property along the Anacostia River.10 It is very close to a metro station, 
Stadium-Armory Station, which provides easy public transportation access.11 It is close to downtown 
and connects the rest of the city to the Southeast neighborhoods across the river such as Anacostia 
and Greenway. The figure below outlines the boundaries of the RFK Stadium Site. 
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Figure 1: Outline of 190-acre RFK Stadium site, owned by the federal government and leased to D.C. 
                                                          
6 McCartney, Robert. “Bye-Bye, Bouncy Seats: District to Raze RFK Stadium by 2021.” Washington Post, 2019. 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/dc-politics/district-to-raze-rfk-stadium-by-2021--but-not-necessarily-so-redskins-
can-build-a-new-one/2019/09/05/48b18fc6-cfea-11e9-87fa-8501a456c003_story.html. 
7 “US Inflation Calculator,” accessed 2021, https://www.usinflationcalculator.com/ 
8 Koma, 2020. 
9 McCartney, 2019. 
10 Yates, Clinton. “What’s next for RFK Stadium: Dog Parks? An NFL Stadium? Maybe Both.” Washington Post, October 
2, 2015. https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/dc-sports-bog/wp/2015/10/02/whats-next-for-rfk-stadium-dog-parks-an-nfl-
stadium-maybe-both/. 
11 McCartney, 2019. 




Currently, the only development in the area are The Fields at RFK Campus.13 These fields do 
not generate much revenue and are used mostly for community activity.14 The stadium has been 
almost entirely unused since 2017, meaning it has not generated revenue or provided entertainment 
for years. Although the pandemic has caused understandable delays, there have also been many 
discussions and disagreements about what to do with the stadium and lands which have taken up time 
and made it more difficult to move forward since there is little consensus on a plan.15 
 The nearby development in the Hill East neighborhood shows the economic value 
redevelopment can give to the District, the nearby community, and businesses. This plot of 67 acres 
of land, known as Reservation 13 was transferred from the federal government to the District of 
Columbia in 2006.16 Phase I of the Hill East development is close to completion, and Phase II of the 
development was announced by Mayor Muriel Bowser in November 2020,17 with development teams 
being announced in November 2021.18 This development has brought economic opportunity to 
District residents and businesses by making good use of this valuable land. In the meantime, the 
stadium site and lands sit underdeveloped and not generating economic or other benefits for the 
District. This is a waste of resources and an opportunity cost. Additionally, there are costs associated 
with the stadium even though it is not being used.19 Therefore instead of generating revenue and 
economic opportunity, the stadium is actually wasting resources and costing DC money. 
It’s important to note that the constraints on the stadium lands are different than Reservation 
13 because that section of lands was transferred from the federal government to DC by the Federal 
                                                          
13 “FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS.” The Fields at RFK Stadium. Accessed 2021. https://rfkfields.com/faq/. 
14 “Mayor Bowser, Events DC to Celebrate Grand Opening of Multi-Purpose Recreational Fields at RFK Campus.” 
Government of the District of Columbia, Muriel Bowser, Mayor, June 7, 2019. https://mayor.dc.gov/release/mayor-bowser-
events-dc-celebrate-grand-opening-multi-purpose-recreational-fields-rfk-campus. 
15 Capps, Kriston. “D.C.’s Vacant Stadium Dilemma.” Bloomberg, November 7, 2019. 
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019-11-07/the-tangled-fate-of-d-c-s-vacant-rfk-stadium. 
16 “Norton Highlights Major Development Milestone in Hill East.” Congresswoman Eleanor Holmes Norton, December 9, 
2020. https://norton.house.gov/media-center/press-releases/norton-highlights-major-development-milestone-in-hill-east. 
17 “Mayor Bowser Announces Equitable Development Opportunity for Hill East Phase II Project.” DC.Gov, November 20, 
2020. https://dmped.dc.gov/release/mayor-bowser-announces-equitable-development-opportunity-hill-east-phase-ii-project. 
18 “Mayor Bowser Selects Development Teams for Hill East Phase II EquityRFP.” DC.Gov, November 2, 2021. 
https://mayor.dc.gov/release/mayor-bowser-selects-development-teams-hill-east-phase-ii-equityrfp. 
19 Cooper, Rebecca. “Here’s What It Costs to Maintain an Empty RFK Stadium.” Washington Business Journal, November 
14, 2017. https://www.bizjournals.com/washington/news/2017/11/14/here-s-what-it-costs-to-maintain-an-empty-rfk.html. 
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and District of Columbia Government Real Property Act of 2006. This means the District owns the 
land and has control over what the land can be used for, and this is why it can have mixed 
development including housing.20 The stadium lands are federal land that is leased to the District. In 
2006, the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC), a federal organization with a mission to 
help plan and develop federal lands and buildings in the National Capital Region,21 conducted a 
redevelopment study of the RFK Stadium site. It found several constraints to development including 
that the land is in a floodplain along the Anacostia River, there is a Metrorail line that cuts 
aboveground through the northern portion of the site, and environmental concerns including runoff 
from the parking lots into the already heavily polluted Anacostia River.22 The study also found 
several opportunities in developing the stadium site including the site’s location, the prospect of 
reconfiguring the traffic pattern and street network in this part of the city, and the ability to create a 
beautiful viewshed at a major entrance to the center of the city.23 These opportunities mostly remain 
unrealized 15 years since this study was published. 
Development of the stadium lands is currently stalled. First, the demolition of the stadium has 
been delayed until 2022 because of the COVID-19 pandemic. Additionally, the District’s lease of the 
land is set to expire in 2038.24 This makes it difficult for the District to secure financing for large 
development projects for this land since the District does not have long term control of the land.25 
There have been many efforts over several decades to transfer this parcel of federal land to the 
District as well as efforts to extend the District’s lease of the land. D.C. mayors, councilmembers, and 
representatives to Congress have advocated for it. Congresswoman Norton has introduced legislation 
                                                          
20 “Norton Highlights Major Development Milestone in Hill East,” 2020. 
21 “About NCPC,” National Capital Planning Commission, Accessed 2021, https://www.ncpc.gov/about/. 
22 “RFK Stadium Site Redevelopment Study,” 2006. 
23 Ibid. 
24 “Norton Introduces Legislation to Sell RFK Stadium Site, Unused Federal Land, to the District of Columbia.” 
Congresswoman Eleanor Holmes Norton, March 26, 2019. https://norton.house.gov/media-center/press-releases/norton-
introduces-legislation-to-sell-rfk-stadium-site-unused-federal. 





to transfer the land to the District.26  However, there has consistently been opposition, including to 
recent efforts to include it in appropriations bills.27  
This is a difficult issue for the city since it does not have control of the land but leases it and 
incurs expenses. The city also has a substantial stake in how the land is used since it is located in a 
central part of the city, is a valuable location, has symbolic and nostalgic meaning, and impacts 
thousands of the city’s residents and businesses. Action is needed in order to secure long term 
management of the land to enable large scale development. The District can only advocate for itself 
and encourage Congress to transfer the land, it has no real power to force the issue. Federal action is 
needed in order to secure long term management of the land by the District as a first step before large 
scale development of the stadium site could occur. The District needs to make use of this land soon to 
encourage development instead of watching the land continue to languish. 
III. History and Background 
D.C. Stadium to RFK Stadium  
The Washington Redskins played their first football game at the newly built D.C. Stadium in 
1961.28 The stadium was built by the federal government through the Department of the Interior in 
partnership with the D.C. Armory Board.29 It was designed to replace the aging Griffith Stadium, 
which was home to the Washington Redskins football team and the Senators baseball team. It was the 
first stadium built to be multipurpose.30 In 1969, D.C. Stadium was renamed the Robert F. Kennedy 
Memorial Stadium following the assassination of the eponymous senator.31 The federal government 
transferred ownership of the stadium to the District of Columbia in 1986. It also leased the land the 
                                                          
26 “Norton Introduces Legislation to Sell RFK Stadium Site, Unused Federal Land, to the District of Columbia,” 2019. 
27 DeBonis, Mike, Liz Clarke, and Fenit Nirappil. “D.C. Bid for RFK Site as New Home for Redskins Stadium Dealt Blow 
in Federal Spending Bill.” Washington Post, December 21, 2019. 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/sports/redskins/redskins-bid-for-rfk-stadium-land-dealt-blow-in-last-weeks-federal-
spending-bill/2019/12/21/8cc21c02-242d-11ea-86f3-3b5019d451db_story.html. 
28 Gibbs, Joe. “Farewell… RFK Stadium.” Washington Post, 1998. https://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
srv/sports/redskins/history/rfk/rfk.htm 
29 Dick, Jason. “Major Events in the History of RFK Stadium.” Roll Call, June 13, 2013. 
https://www.rollcall.com/2013/06/13/major-events-in-the-history-of-rfk-stadium/ 
30 “RFK Stadium.” Stadiums of Pro Football. Accessed 2021. https://www.stadiumsofprofootball.com/stadiums/rfk-stadium/ 
31 Dick, 2013. 
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stadium was built with and the surrounding area, mostly used for parking, to the District of Columbia 
for 50 years.32 
 The stadium has been home to several different sports teams and used for events, concerts, 
and more. The Washington Redskins called the stadium home until 1996 before they moved to FedEx 
field in Landover, Maryland. The Senators only stayed in the stadium until 1971when the team 
moved to Texas and was renamed the Texas Rangers.33 The D.C. United soccer team called RFK 
Stadium home from 1996 to 2018.34 The Washington Freedom women’s soccer team played at RFK 
stadium from 2001 to 2003. Baseball returned to the stadium when the Nationals baseball team used it 
as their home field from 2005 to 2007 until the new Nationals Park stadium construction was 
complete.35 The stadium has also hosted several college football teams for bowl or other games.36 
Additionally, the stadium has been used as a concert and event venue, hosting acts such as the 
Beatles, The Rolling Stones, the Grateful Dead, and the Foo Fighters. The last event held in the 
stadium was in 2018.37  
Federal Ownership of Land in the District 
 The federal government owns a significant amount of land within the District of Columbia, 
totaling about one third of the 61.05 square miles of land.3839 Much of this land is under federal 
buildings including the White House, Capitol, and office buildings, as well as museums and national 
parks. However, there are also parcels of land that the federal government owns that are being 
underutilized. Over the years, there have been several attempts to get Congress to pass legislation 
                                                          
32 “District of Columbia Gets RFK Stadium.” The Free Lance Star, October 18, 1986. 
https://news.google.com/newspapers?id=C4QwAAAAIBAJ&pg=1946%2C3330948. 
33 Dick, 2013. 
34 Capps, 2019. 
35 “RFK Stadium.” 2021. 
36 Dick, 2013. 
37 “RFK Stadium’s Concert History.” 2021. 
38 Bonard, Nicholas. “FEDERAL OWNERSHIP OF WASHINGTON, DC SHORELINES.” National Capitol Planning 
Commission, September 24, 2018. Accessed 2021. https://www.ncpc.gov/news/item/54/%20/ 
39 “Quick Facts District of Columbia.” United States Census Bureau. Accessed 2021. https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/DC 
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transferring some of these federal lands to the District of Columbia so they can be redeveloped and 
made of better use.40  
The Federal and District of Columbia Government Real Property Act of 2006, introduced by 
Congresswoman Norton, transferred 67 acres of federal land in the Hill East neighborhood called 
Reservation 13 to the District of Columbia. This allowed those lands to be redeveloped, in a process 
that is currently ongoing, to provide more housing, business development, and economic opportunity 
to the community and the District. Similar transfers have occurred over time including what is now 
The Wharf, the Capitol Riverfront, and Walter Reed.41 The Hill East redevelopment includes mixed 
development of housing and businesses, and has a particular focus on providing affordable housing. 
This development also creates jobs in both construction of the project and, in the businesses that will 
be located there. This project is generating revenue for the city and benefits for the nearby community 
and District residents as a whole.42 
 The RFK stadium site and surrounding land have some peculiarities because of how they 
were developed and the federal government’s interest in the use of the land. The terms of the lease of 
the land to the District include limitations on what development can occur on the land. The lease 
limits the use of the lands to “stadium purposes, providing recreational facilities, open space, and 
parking.”43 This precludes the lands from being used for other types of development such as housing. 
The original 50 year lease is currently set to expire in 2038.44 
Legislative History 
 There have been several attempts to get the federal government to transfer ownership of the 
stadium land to the District of Columbia. Most recently, in the 116th Congress, Congresswoman 
Norton introduced the H.R. 1883, the RFK Memorial Stadium Campus Conveyance Act, which 
                                                          
40 “H.R. 3373.” Office of Congressional and Legislative Affairs, U.S. Department of the Interior.  Accessed 2021. 
https://www.doi.gov/ocl/hr-3373 
41 “Norton Highlights Major Development Milestone in Hill East.” 2020. 
42 Ibid. 




would direct the “Department of the Interior to convey all right, title, and interest of the United States 
in and to the Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Stadium Campus to the District of Columbia.”45 In her 
statement introducing the bill, Congresswoman Norton noted that because the lease is ending 
relatively soon, it is difficult to secure financing and long term investment in the site. She also noted 
that conveyance of the site to the District could help garner tax revenue for the city and provide a 
crucial step towards redevelopment of the under-utilized site.46 The bill was referred to the House 
Committee on Natural Resources and the House Committee on Oversight and Reform, but no actions 
were taken.47 
 Other attempts to address stadium site issues have included efforts to change the terms or 
duration of the lease from the federal government to the District. In the 103rd Congress, 
Congresswoman Norton introduced H.R. 2702, the District of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957 
Amendments of 1993. This bill proposed to extend the lease for 99 years and included specific 
provisions about development of a new stadium and the specifications of such stadium.48 It was 
referred to the House Committee on the District of Columbia and the House Committee on Natural 
Resources. Hearings were held in the House Natural Resources Subcommittee on National Parks, 
Forests, and Public Lands, but no further actions were taken.49 This shows how long the District and 
its representatives have been working to get the federal government to take action to help enable 
redevelopment of the stadium site. 
                                                          
45 “H.R.1883 - RFK Memorial Stadium Campus Conveyance Act.” Congress.gov. Accessed 2021. 
https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/house-
bill/1883?q=%7B%22search%22%3A%22Robert+F.+Kennedy+stadium%22%7D&s=4&r=1 
46 “INTRODUCTION OF THE RFK MEMORIAL STADIUM CAMPUS CONVEYANCE ACT; Congressional Record 
Vol. 165, No. 52.” Congress.gov. Accessed 2021. https://www.congress.gov/congressional-record/2019/03/26/extensions-
of-remarks-section/article/E353-1 
47 “Actions Overview H.R.1883 — 116th Congress (2019-2020).” Congress.gov. Accessed 2021. 
https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/house-
bill/1883/actions?q=%7B%22search%22%3A%22Robert+F.+Kennedy+stadium%22%7D&r=1%29&s=4 
48 “H.R.2702 - District of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957 Amendments of 1993.” Congress.gov. Accessed 2021. 
https://www.congress.gov/bill/103rd-congress/house-
bill/2702?q=%7B%22search%22%3A%5B%22Robert+F.+Kennedy+stadium%22%5D%7D&r=13&s=5 





 Congresswoman Norton introduced H.R. 3373 in the 115th Congress, which would amend the 
District of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957 to extend the lease of the stadium site for 50 years.50 In her 
remarks introducing the bill, Congresswoman Norton explained the city’s plans to rehabilitate the 
stadium and lands, as well as add pedestrian bridges to connect the site to Wards 7 and 8. She also 
emphasized that the stadium is a memorial to Robert F. Kennedy and that the stadium needed to be 
updated to honor his legacy.51 These arguments show the prevailing attitudes of the time and what 
arguments might persuade her colleagues. The bill was referred to the House Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform and the House Committee on Natural Resources. Hearings were held, but no 
further actions were taken.52 
 In 2018 and 2019, there were efforts to include the long term lease extension of the stadium 
site into omnibus federal spending bills. This would have allowed the lease extension to be passed as 
part of a larger package which was a must-pass bill. Washington Redskins owner Daniel Snyder and 
President Bruce Allen were lobbying Republicans to include the provision in 2018. The provision 
was also omitted in 2019 when Democrats regained control of the House. Congressman Raúl M. 
Grijalva, the chair of the House Committee on Natural Resources had concerns about including such 
a provision in an appropriations bill. He also had concerns about the lands being used by the 
Redskins, whose team name was considered offensive to Native Americans. Other hurdles to 
including the lease extension that some oppose giving team owner Dan Snyder access to public funds 
or lands since he is a billionaire. Additionally, “[s]ome congressional leaders want to see a united 
front on the District’s plan for the RFK land — reflecting the view not only of the D.C. mayor but 
                                                          
50 “H.R.3373 - To amend the District of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957 to extend for an additional 50 years the lease under 
which the government of the District of Columbia uses the ground under and the parking facilities associated with Robert F. 
Kennedy Memorial Stadium.” Congress.gov. Accessed 2021. https://www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/house-
bill/3373?r=2&s=4 
51 “INTRODUCTION OF A BILL TO AMEND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA STADIUM ACT OF 1957 TO 
EXTEND FOR AN ADDITIONAL 50 YEARS THE LEASE UNDER WHICH THE GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA USES THE GROUND...; Congressional Record Vol. 163, No. 124.” Congress.gov. Accessed 2021. 
https://www.congress.gov/congressional-record/2017/07/24/extensions-of-remarks-section/article/E1039-1 




also the D.C. Council and District residents — before approving a long-term lease, land transfer or 
sale.”53 All of this led to the provision not being included in spending bills in either 2018 or 2019. 
District Viewpoints and Current Development Landscape 
 The Mayor and D.C. Council members have varying viewpoints of what the stadium land 
should be used for, some supporting the building of a new stadium, and some opposing it and wanting 
the lands to be used for more housing. In 2019, the Council went so far as to include a provision in 
the Budget Support Act that “would prohibit Events D.C., the city’s sports and convention authority, 
from spending any money over the next two years to purchase the RFK campus from the federal 
government or to ‘induce a National Football League team to locate in the District.’”54 Some of this 
had to do with budgetary factors and how the Council wanted to allocate resources. However, this 
was also a way of exerting control over the process even if the federal government decided to extend 
the lease or sell the lands to the District. Additionally, ANC commissioners and residents have varied 
opinions about what should be done with the stadium site as well, with many opposing a new football 
stadium but some supporting.5556   
 While changes to the lease have been held up, the city has worked to redevelop parts of the 
stadium campus so that it can be useful for residents. This had to comply with the terms of the lease 
to provide recreational facilities and open space. In June 2019, The Fields at RFK Campus were 
opened at a ribbon cutting ceremony.57 The fields are available to the public as well as for events, and 
there is additional open space and playgrounds in the 27 acre area. The fields are the first part of an 
initiative by Events DC to transform the stadium site into a useful recreational area. The plans also 
include adding a market, additional sports and recreation facilities, pedestrian bridges to provide 
                                                          
53 DeBonis, et. al, 2019. 
54 Austermuhle, Martin.  “D.C. Council Final Budget Prevents City From Paying To Bring Football Back To RFK.” DCist, 
June 18, 2019. https://dcist.com/story/19/06/18/d-c-council-vote-could-prevent-city-from-bringing-football-back-to-rfk/ 
55 “Now that the team has retired the name, should Washington return to RFK Stadium?” ABC7 News. July 14, 2020. 
https://wjla.com/sports/content/washington-has-retired-its-name-but-should-the-team-move-back-to-rfk-stadium 
56 Burns, Steve. “ANC Commissioner Unhappy With Bowser’s Stance on RFK Site.” 105.9 FM WMAL. September 14, 
2015. https://www.wmal.com/2015/09/14/listen-anc-commissioner-unhappy-with-bowsers-stance-on-rfk-site/ 
57 “Mayor Bowser, Events DC to Celebrate Grand Opening of Multi-Purpose Recreational Fields at RFK Campus.” 2019. 
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access to Kingman and Heritage Islands, an RFK Democracy Center, and an anchor facility to replace 
RFK Stadium.58 Below is a diagram of short term development proposal for the site. 
59 
Figure 2: Events DC’s proposed plan for the RFK Stadium site redevelopment 
 In September 2019, Events DC announced the decision to demolish RFK Stadium. This 
decision was made because of the high maintenance cost of maintaining the facility, about $3.5 
million (in 2019$, $3.7 million in 2021$).60,61 The stadium had not hosted many events since the D.C. 
United soccer team left RFK stadium for its new home at Audi Field. This meant the stadium was not 
bringing in much revenue and was instead costing the city millions of dollars. Demolishing the 
stadium would also enable Events DC to continue its work on the $490 million (in 2016$, $560 
million in 2021$) redevelopment into recreational areas. Events DC President Gregory A. O’Dell 
denied that the decision to demolish RFK stadium was to clear a path for a new stadium to be built for 
the Washington Football Team. Additionally, at the time, the mayor’s office had not had 
conversations with the team about the potential to build a new stadium in over a year. Team 
                                                          
58 “RFK Stadium Campus - The Future.” Events DC The Fields at RFK Stadium. Accessed 2021. https://rfkfields.com/the-
future/ 
59 O'Connell, Jonathan. “Half billion-dollar plans for RFK Stadium site include sports center, market, RFK memorial.” 
Washington Post, January 5, 2017. https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/digger/wp/2017/01/05/half-billion-dollar-plans-
for-rfk-stadium-site-include-sports-center-market-rfk-memorial/ 
60 McCartney, 2019. 
61 “US Inflation Calculator,” accessed 2021. 
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spokesman Tony Wyllie said that the team supported the mayor’s decision to demolish RFK 
stadium.62 The tear down of the stadium was originally set to occur in 2021, but was pushed back to 
2022 due to the COVID-19 pandemic.63 
Football Stadium as Potential Anchor Facility 
 The development plan calls for an anchor facility which could include “a 20,000-seat arena, a 
National Football League stadium, or an open-air, multi-purpose space.”64 It purposely does not 
specify what the anchor facility should be since that remains a large point of contention. However, 
even though the plan does not currently call for a football stadium, because it is one of the options it 
has become a major focus of any conversations around development of the land, extension of the 
lease, or conveyance of the land to the District. That means the views about a football stadium need to 
be taken into consideration when examining the RFK stadium site development issue. 
 Opposition to a new stadium has, in part, been due to the name of the Washington Redskins. 
The term redskins is regarded as offensive to Native Americans. For decades, the team has resisted 
calls to change the name, even as other sports teams have changed their names in response to public 
outcry. Efforts to push the team to change its name are not new, and began at least in 1972.65 Dan 
Snyder, the current owner, bought the team in 1999. He was vehement for years about his refusal to 
change the team name.66 All of this changed in 2020, when the country went through a racial 
reckoning in the wake of the death of George Floyd at the hands of police officers. Public outcry 
reached a peak, and the team faced financial pressure from sponsors, so they agreed to review the 
team’s name.67 The team decided to remove the Redskins name, and to become The Washington 
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Football Team until a new name could be selected.68 In July 2021, the team announced that they 
would continue to use the temporary Washington Football Team as their name for the 2021 season 
and that the new name and logo would be announced in 2022.69 The change of the name has caused 
many to speculate whether this will be enough to clear opposition to the team returning to the District. 
The legacy of issues with race may continue to be an obstacle for the team returning to the District, or 
the efforts made may buy goodwill enough to sway public and political support. 
 RFK Stadium has occupied a central part in the District, both literally and metaphorically. 
Many residents hold fond memories of the stadium and it has been a part of the history of the city. 
There have been several hurdles over the years to maintaining or replacing the stadium. Recent 
changes to the name of the Washington Football Team, delays in demolition of the stadium, 
redevelopment of the nearby Reservation 13 site, the opening of the Fields and RFK stadium, and 
continuing Congressional difficulties may be enough to push the District, federal government, and 
private parties to make a decision about the future of the stadium lands. 
IV. Policy Proposal 
 The goal of this policy proposal is to enable development of the Robert F. Kennedy stadium 
site and surrounding lands within two years to make them more accessible, useful, and productive for 
District residents. This will be accomplished by securing long term management of the lands by the 
District of Columbia by extending the length of the District’s lease of the lands from the federal 
government by 50 years. 
 Development of Events DC’s $490 million plan (in 2016$, $560 million in 2021$)70  to 
redevelop the RFK stadium lands is already underway. The Fields at RFK Campus have been 
completed and opened on June 8, 2019. Additional plans that can currently be accomplished and are 
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in the works over the next five years include Market Hall, a sports and recreation complex, pedestrian 
bridges to connect to communities across the Anacostia River, and a memorial to Robert F. Kennedy 
or an RFK Democracy Center. However, the plans also call for an anchor facility, with possibilities 
ranging from a 20,000-seat arena, a National Football League Stadium, or an open-air, multi-purpose 
space.71  Others, including Congresswoman Norton, have advocated for using the lands for public or 
affordable housing.72 All of these options have positive and negative aspects. However, none of these 
options can be built under the terms of the current lease.  
Housing is not allowed under the terms of the lease as defined by Public Law No. 99-581, 
which states that the property can only be used for:  
(1) stadium purposes;  
(2) providing recreational facilities, open space, or public outdoor recreation opportunities;  
(3) such other public purposes for which the property was used prior to June 1, 1985; and  
(4) such other purposes for which the property was approved for use by the Secretary [of the 
Interior] with the concurrence of the National Capital Planning Commission prior to June 1, 
1985.73  
The law also includes terms that the lease would be terminated and the stadium and lands would 
revert to the federal government if the District does not comply with these provisions. This means the 
lands cannot currently be used for the development of housing or non-recreational-based businesses. 
Additionally, because the original 50 year term of the lease is set to expire in just 17 years in 
2038, it is very difficult to make decisions about or raise funds to build an anchor facility for the RFK 
stadium site. Building an anchor facility such as those mentioned above requires a large investment 
by D.C. and by private companies that may use the facility. It is too much money to be spent to 
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potentially lose the land in 17 years.74 Therefore, the lease must be altered in some form before any 
major development can occur. 
Policy Authorization Tool 
The way to extend the length of the lease of the RFK stadium lands is through legislation in 
Congress. Congresswoman Norton should introduce legislation this month to amend the law to extend 
the length of the lease by 50 years. This legislation can use the same language as was introduced by 
the congresswoman in H.R. 3373 in the 115th Congress, which states:  
SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF LEASE FOR USE OF GROUND AND PARKING 
FACILITIES OF ROBERT F. KENNEDY STADIUM BY GOVERNMENT OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 
Section 7(b) of the District of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957 (sec. 3–326(b), D.C. Official 
Code) is amended— 
(1) in paragraph (2), by striking “The lease” and inserting “Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), the lease”; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new paragraph: 
“(3) The Secretary of the Interior shall extend the lease authorized by paragraph 
(1)(B) so that the lease shall be in effect for a total period of 100 years.”75 
This would amend the District of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957, which in turn had been amended by 
Public Law No. 99-581 which established the leasing of the lands to DC. This legislation calls for a 
simple amendment to law that would make the lease effective for 100 years instead of the original 50 
years. 
This gives enough time for the legislation to be considered and passed during the 117th 
Congress while Democrats control the House, Senate, and White House. This aligns with the timeline 
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of demolition of the RFK stadium, which is set to occur in 2022.76 Therefore, development of the site 
could continue without delay. The direct cost to the federal government would be $0. There would be 
opportunity cost and potential revenue loss since the federal government would not receive the land 
back after 2038, when the lease is currently set to expire, for its own use. It’s unclear what these costs 
could be because it’s unknown what the federal government would use the land for, how it would 
generate revenue, how much revenue could be generated, or if the federal government would sell the 
land at that time. However, a good estimate of potential revenue lost would be the projected revenue 
gains by the District of Columbia, discussed below. The extension of the lease would give D.C. the 
ability to negotiate and plan for an anchor facility as well as continue development of the rest of the 
plans for the site. 
Policy Implementation Tool 
The policy would be implemented by the Secretary of the Interior being instructed to extend 
the lease of the lands so that the total period of the lease would be 100 years. This would continue the 
arrangement between the federal government and the District of Columbia under the same terms it 
exists now. The District, through Events DC, would continue to manage the lands. Prior to 
construction on any anchor facility, D.C. would have to get approval for what the facility would be 
from the National Park Service, who oversees the lands, as well as the National Capital Planning 
Commission, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.77 
The upcoming demolition of RFK Stadium will bring renewed focus to this area and the issue 
of what should replace the stadium. This public attention, supported by the Congresswoman, the 
mayor, and other D.C. politicians will bring about the necessary conditions for this type of legislation 
to pass. It will enable D.C. to continue to develop the lands, including awarding contracts for the 
development of the anchor facility and attracting private companies who wish to rent or build the 
facility. The lease is the first step in the process towards development of the RFK stadium lands. 
                                                          
76 Koma, 2020. 
77 O'Connell, 2017. 
17 
 
Congress will not have to make decisions about what to do with the land and will be able to continue 
working with the District, through Events DC. Events DC will be able to move forward with their 
development plans and seek authorization for an anchor facility.  
The costs of this proposal itself to the District include what it will cost to maintain the land 
for an additional fifty years, but this is variable based on what is developed on the land. This proposal 
will enable the development of an anchor facility, so these costs should be considered as well. The 
cost of the first option, a 20,000 seat stadium, can be compared to the cost to build Audi Field, which 
itself is 20,000 seat stadium. This project cost $400 million (in 2018$, $440 million in 2021$78), of 
which the city paid $150 million (in 2018$, $165 million in 2021$) and the D.C. United team’s 
investors paid $250 million (in 2018$, $275 million in 2021$). The second option of an NFL stadium 
can be compared to stadiums under construction and recently built in other cities in the United States. 
The Buffalo Bills have proposed construction of a new stadium costing $1.4 billion (in 2021$), with 
the owners committing to sharing the cost, but with the state and county likely contributing more than 
50% of the funding.79 SoFi Stadium in Los Angeles cost a staggering $5 billion (in 2020$, $5.3 
billion in 2021$80), but was financed completely by the owner of the Rams team.81 Allegiant Stadium 
in Las Vegas cost $1.944 billion (in 2020$, $2.073 billion in 2021$), of which about $740 million (in 
2020$, $790 million in 2021$) was publicly contributed and $1.2 billion (in 2020$, 1.28 billion in 
2021$) was covered by the Raiders team and investors.82 This shows that the public contribution to 
the cost of construction of an NFL stadium vary widely and would depend upon the agreement 
reached with the Washington Football Team. The final anchor facility option of an open-air, multi-
purpose space would cost substantially less and would depend on what exactly was constructed. 
                                                          
78 “US Inflation Calculator,” accessed 2021. 
79 “Buffalo Bills propose new $1.4 billion NFL stadium by 2027,” CNBC, August 31, 2021. 
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/08/31/buffalo-bills-propose-new-1point4-billion-nfl-stadium-by-2027.html 
80 “US Inflation Calculator,” accessed 2021. 
81 Young, Jabari. “SoFi stadium in LA completes the largest video scoreboard ever made for pro sports,” CNBC, July 1, 
2020, https://www.cnbc.com/2020/07/01/sofi-stadium-in-la-completes-the-largest-video-scoreboard.html 





The people who will be most affected by extending the lease will be District residents, 
particularly those of nearby neighborhoods, who will be able to utilize the land once it can be 
developed further. This would also benefit D.C. residents if the anchor facility is a revenue raiser and 
can add to the budget. It will increase enjoyment of the area, and help connect communities across the 
Anacostia River to the rest of the city.  
The RFK stadium lands cannot be significantly developed unless the terms of the lease are 
altered to allow for long term investment. By extending the terms of the lease, this allows D.C. to 
remain in control of the lands, and determine what anchor facility should be built. Additionally, 
extending the lease now allows D.C. to continue to develop the lands usefully following the 
demolition of RFK stadium, rather than having the land continue to languish as unused and unsightly. 
V. Policy Analysis 
 There has been much debate about what should replace RFK stadium now that it is being 
demolished. It is near the center of the District of Columbia and many stakeholders hold strong views 
about competing proposals. The most important thing to accomplish is the goal of making the land 
more accessible, useful, and productive to residents of the District of Columbia. The policy proposed 
will accomplish this goal, at least as a first step. However, there are also some limitations that come 
along with this policy proposal. 
Policy Effectiveness 
 Extending the lease by 50 years is an effective way to ensure long term access to the land. 
This is a simple extension that would keep the rest of the terms of the lease the same. The District 
would be able to manage the land as it has for decades. Mayor Bowser has said that long term control 
is essential to gaining financing for an anchor facility.83 This would be the first step to making the 
land accessible, useful, and productive to residents of the District of Columbia. However, this also 
continues to limit the land so that it can only be used for recreational purposes, and would not enable 
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development of housing or businesses. Development would also require approval from several federal 
organizations. This could mean that the District is pushed into developing a stadium or other lease-
compliant facilities when the best use of the land might actually be something else such as housing or 
businesses. 
Another policy alternative that some would argue could be more effective is to change the 
terms of the lease to allow for housing or other types of development that would enable the District to 
decide what the best use of the land is to make it accessible, useful, and productive to residents of the 
District of Columbia. However if this is not paired with an extension of the length of the lease, it 
could limit long term development for the same financing reasons as building an anchor facility 
because the land could revert to the federal government in 2038.84 Additionally, altering the terms of 
the lease would still require the District to seek approval from those federal government agencies for 
any development plans.85 
Conveyance is the other prevailing policy alternative, and the one most recently introduced 
by Congresswoman Norton in the 116th Congress. Conveyance would require the Department of the 
Interior to sell the stadium land to the District. This would be effective in allowing for the 
development of land as the District would now own it. Further, this would remove the requirement for 
the District to get federal approval of development plans, enabling the District to make decisions 
about the best use of the land to make it accessible, useful, and productive for residents. Reservation 
13 was federal land that was conveyed to the District. The District has been able to develop this plot 
of land, and the project is now in its second phase of development, however it has taken many years 
for this development to occur.86 The time associated with development needs to be taken into 
account. 
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Overall, the policy proposed of extending the term of the lease by 50 years is an effective 
way to make the lands more accessible, useful, and productive to the residents of the District since 
this would enable long term investment in development. However, it is still very limiting in what the 
District can do with the lands, and other policy proposals more effectively address these limitations. 
Reservation 13 
 The RFK stadium site has some unique conditions that make it difficult to make direct 
comparisons. However, adjacent to this parcel of land is another area that the federal government 
used to own, but is now in the hands of the District. Reservation 13 is a 66-acre parcel of land in the 
Hill East neighborhood of D.C., right next to the RFK stadium site. The image below shows the 
outline of the land, highlights the land currently under development, and displays its proximity to 
RFK stadium. 
87 
Figure 3: Reservation 13 outlined in red, Hill East Phase II highlighted in yellow. 
This land was owned by the federal government until 2006 when Public Law 109-396, the 
Federal and District of Columbia Government Real Property Act of 2006, was passed which 
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conveyed the land to the District. In exchange for this land as well as the Old Naval Hospital, the 
District gave the federal government ownership of property on the west campus of Saint Elizabeths 
Hospital. This conveyance came with several reporting requirements by the mayor of D.C. for ten 
years following the conveyance.88 Congresswoman Norton introduced this legislation with Rep. Tom 
Davis (R-VA).89  
After Reservation 13 was conveyed to the District, city planners drew up an elaborate master 
plan for redevelopment that included housing, parks, and businesses. It would also continue the city’s 
grid street system all the way to the river and create a new neighborhood. However, these plans did 
not get put into action as the recession dampened development because of a lack of funds. 
Reservation 13 development repeatedly got pushed off.90 D.C. General Hospital, which was a public 
hospital located in Reservation 13, closed in 2001. This building became a large family homeless 
shelter that had its own host of problems and was closed in 2018. This site has had lots of vacant 
buildings sitting unused and neglected for years since the 2006 conveyance. This shows that 
conveyance does not always provide expeditious redevelopment, which dampens its effectiveness and 
timeliness in providing more accessible, useful, and productive use of land for District residents. 
Although development of Reservation 13 did not begin as quickly as the city and residents 
would have liked, much of that was due to external factors including the Great Recession. 
Construction on Phase I of development of the Hill East finally began in 2018.91 Phase I is now close 
to completion, and Phase II of the development was announced by Mayor Bowser in November 
2020,92 with development teams being announced in November 2021.93 This development includes 
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housing, retail, and green spaces. The first building constructed delivered “262 rental units, 
approximately 12,000 SF of retail, 111 parking spaces and green frontage.”94 It cost approximately 
$85 million (in 2018$, $93 million in 2021$)95. This type of mixed use development is beneficial to 
the city because it can be done privately through the awarding of contracts. This means that it raises 
money for the city instead of the city having to bear the brunt of the costs. Additionally, the city is 
able to hear a wide variety of proposals for what to do with the land, from affordable housing to 
headquarters to companies to retail stores such as Home Depot.96 D.C. can take input from residents 
and stakeholders and decide what the best use of the land is. This shows the benefit to the city when 
the federal government conveys the land. 
Cost Benefit Analysis 
 This proposal would not directly cost the federal government any money. It would involve 
some indirect costs such as opportunity cost as the federal government could use this land for other 
purposes after 2038 or could sell the land, which would generate revenue from the sale. The extension 
of the lease itself would not cost the District of Columbia money, but the development and upkeep of 
that land as a result of the extension would. These costs include the upkeep costs of the land for an 
additional 50 years plus the cost of any development of the land. Events DC has projected that the 
development of the site will cost $490 million (in 2016$, $560 million in 2021$). This is projected to 
be covered in the District’s budget by using money from Events DC’s fund and by taxes on the hotel 
and restaurant industries in the city.97 This does not include the cost of construction or maintenance of 
an anchor facility. How much the anchor facility would cost varies based on what facility the District 
selects and the terms of that development.  
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RFK stadium, which the District did not have to pay to build as the federal government had 
already built it, cost $3.5 million (in 2019$, $3.7 million in 2021$)98 to maintain, even when it was 
not being used.99 It cost more to maintain when being used, but this was offset by rents paid by the 
various teams that occupied it. A comparison to make is to Nationals Park, which the District 
currently owns while the Nationals team pays $5.5 million in rent (in 2013$, $6.5 million in 2021$), 
until 30 years have passed and ownership transfers to the Nationals. Maintenance costs the city $1.5 
million a year (in 2013$, $1.7 million in 2021$), while security costs tens of thousands of dollars per 
game. There are also other costs such as the $38 million a year (in 2013$, $45 million in 2021$100) in 
debt service, loss of property taxes of $200,000 to $500,000 (in 2013$, $237,000 to $593,000 in 
2021$) and other social and opportunity costs.101 On the other hand, Audi Field is owned by the D.C. 
United team and the District does not have to pay for maintenance. The District contributed $150 
million (in 2018$, $165 million in 2021$) to the construction of the stadium, but does not have the 
same continuing costs or revenues since it does not own the stadium.102 
An anchor facility would have substantial costs on top of the short term development costs, 
and it would depend on which type of facility was selected. For example, Nationals Stadium cost 
$693 million (in 2008 $, $890 million in 2021$) for the District to build.103 Capital One Arena 
(originally called the MCI Center) was privately funded and cost $200 million (in 1997$, $340 
million in 2021$) to build plus $79 million (in 1997$, $136 million in 2021$) to acquire the land.104 
FedEx Field, the stadium in Landover, Maryland where the Washington Football Team currently 
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play, cost $250 million (in 1996$, $440 million in 2021$) to build, and has had over $130 million (in 
2001$, $203 million in 2021$) worth of improvements over the years.105 Some of the money to build 
a new stadium could be obtained through a public-private partnership. However, many stadiums built 
today are financed with large amounts of public funds or subsidies.106 Costs of recent construction of 
other NFL stadiums range widely depending on the percentage paid by the municipality versus paid 
by private investors. The cost of the new Rams stadium in Los Angeles was entirely privately 
financed,107 while a proposal for a new Bills stadium would cost the state and county at least $700 
million (in 2021$).108 
Although these costs are substantial, the benefits are as well. Events DC estimates that the 
project to redevelop the RFK stadium site will create 1,380 construction jobs both directly and 
indirectly, as well as generate $4.5 million annual tax revenues (in 2016$, $5.1 million in 2021$).109 
Further, 540 permanent jobs would be created, and the 30-year tax revenues would be $112 million 
(in 2016$, $129 million in 2021$).110 This represents a real economic benefit to the District of 
Columbia as a revenue raiser.  
The anchor facility could provide additional economic benefits as well, depending on the 
agreement reached. If it was publicly owned, any team would have to pay millions to rent the facility. 
Further, any events that made use of the anchor facility would generate revenue from renting the 
facility, which runs an average of $1.2 million to $1.8 million (in 2018$, $1.3 million to $2 million in 
2021$) for a concert or event.111 However, if the stadium would be privately owned, the District 
would not receive rent, but could receive property tax revenue. Additionally, some would argue that 
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the anchor facility and development as a whole could generate revenue for the city indirectly by 
attracting people from outside the city to come into the city to spend money. Further, development 
could also attract District residents to come to this part of the city to spend money as well, providing 
economic development to the eastern part of the city. Spending at local businesses would rise, which 
would turn into additional spending by businesses or the people who work there.112  It could revitalize 
the neighborhood, spurning other economic benefits. On the other hand, there is increasing research 
that shows the promise of spending public funds on stadiums in order to attract economic activity 
falls apart in reality, and that stadiums have served to enrich private owners instead of helping 
revitalize cities.113 
It is essential that the city choose the right type of anchor facility that would generate revenue 
that would not be dwarfed by costs, or negotiate an agreement with a private partner that would have 
them pay for the majority of the stadium. Many studies have come out with evidence showing that the 
cost of municipally built stadiums far exceeds economic benefits. The cities themselves usually do 
not receive any direct benefits from the revenues of the stadium itself, such as tickets or concessions, 
and must rely on indirect benefits that do not always materialize. This is in part due to a 1986 act by 
Congress that limited the amount of tax-free municipal bonds used to fund the projects could be 
reimbursed by revenues or lease payments to only 10 percent. This was to try to limit the stadiums 
being financed by municipal bonds because it would be such high costs to cities, but instead cities 
have continued to finance stadiums despite this limitation.114  
Football stadiums may be the worst type of public investment in stadiums because the costs 
are so high and there are only 8-12 home games within an NFL season, meaning there are relatively 
few opportunities to draw people into the city. A study by Charles Santo showed that only a capital 
investment of only up to $74 million (in 2007$, $98 million in 2021$) will result in net benefits for 
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the city, and this is far less than what most stadiums cost to build.115 Thus, even medium-sized 
stadiums can result in net losses for the city.116 Therefore, the city must carefully select an anchor 
facility that will attract visitors into the city without costing the District too much. 
Additional costs of this proposal include the opportunity cost of not expanding what the land 
can be used for. This proposal does not change the terms of the lease of the land from the federal 
government, so development would continue to be limited to recreational uses. This means the city 
would not be able to develop any housing or other businesses. Those types of development have 
lower costs to the city and higher benefits. The other policy solutions of changing the terms of the 
lease to allow for other development or having the federal government convey the land to the District 
would enable the city to determine what the true best use of the land is. This way, the District could 
conduct a true cost benefit analysis of all development options without being limited in what they are 
allowed to develop. However, conveyance itself would have costs since the District would have to 
pay fair market value for the land under recent proposals. 
The Need for Timely Action 
Demolition of RFK stadium is set to occur in 2022, after already being delayed due to 
COVID-19.117 Additionally, the stadium has sat almost entirely unused since 2017, when the D.C. 
United Soccer team vacated the building.118 That means that District residents have not had use of the 
center of this land for four years, and it will be several more years before demolition and any 
construction could take place. There has been some increase in the use of the land with the building of 
The Fields at RFK Campus. However, the main portion of this land has not been accessible, useful, or 
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productive to District residents for years, with more years to come. This means that it is essential to 
secure long term access to this land as soon as possible. That way, when demolition is complete, 
development can occur without delay. This will ensure that residents will gain access to use the land 
as quickly as possible. 
 The policy proposed is a simple amendment of current law that would extend the lease, which 
can be accomplished quickly upon passage. Conveyance, on the other hand, would take longer since 
it would require sale of the land to the District which would require analysis on fair market value as 
well as a payment plan by the city. However, lease extension will not change the core of the dynamics 
between the federal government and the District over the land. To get any development approved, it 
will have to go through many different organizations including Events DC, the Mayor’s office, the 
D.C. Council, the National Capital Planning Commission, the Army Corps of Engineers, the National 
Parks Service, and the Department of the Interior. Further, District residents, businesses, and ANC 
Commissioners will get involved to help sway what anchor facility will be built. Additionally, 
Congress could decide to step in if it is displeased with development and wants to assert more control 
over the process. Having to get development approved by so many different entities means that 
although the proposed solution may be quickest to getting the lease extended, it will not remove the 
many of the barriers to actual development. 
Overall there are pros and cons to the proposal to extend the lease. There are benefits that it 
makes the land accessible right away and could provide revenue. However, construction of an anchor 
facility would likely have high costs. Further, simply extending the lease and not changing the terms 
limits what development can be done. On the other hand, there are benefits and limitations to the 
other policy solutions as well. Changing the terms of the lease to allow for housing or other 
development would give the District more options and potentially lower costs. However, the city 
would still have to get approval from several federal government agencies which might deny certain 
types of development. Getting the federal government to convey the land to the District provides the 
most flexibility to the city and allows it to autonomously decide what to do with the land. However, 
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the District would likely have to pay fair market price for the land. Additionally, conveyance would 
not mean that the land would quickly get developed, as is seen in the example of Reservation 13. All 
of these conditions need to be kept in mind when considering whether to move forward with the 
policy. 
VI. Political Analysis 
 The issue of what to do with the RFK stadium site is controversial and many stakeholders 
have different opinions. If we drill down to the problem at hand, it is really about how to get long 
term control of the land for the District so that funding for long term development can be acquired. 
However, depending on how this long term control is gained makes it more likely that one type of 
development or another may occur. Extension of the lease means that the District would still be 
limited to development for recreational purposes and prohibited from other types of development like 
housing. Proponents of building a stadium, whether it be a football or other type of stadium, may 
prefer this route since it restricts development to their preference. On the other hand, conveyance 
opens up possibilities for other development, including housing. Conveyance would not guarantee 
that housing would be chosen for development, but supporters of using the land for housing would 
likely prefer this method since housing development could legally occur. The relatively simple issue 
of extension versus conveyance quickly gets complicated by the more complex question of how the 
land should be developed. Advocates on either side know whichever method is picked may be a 
major determining factor in what is ultimately developed on the RFK stadium site. 
Stakeholder Stances 
 As with many issues regarding the District, there are numerous stakeholders, both local and 
federal, when it comes to the RFK Stadium site. Mayor Bowser has made it clear that she would 
prefer a new football stadium be built on the site to bring the Washington Football Team back to 
D.C.119 In recent years, the mayor has advocated for conveyance of the land to D.C. so that the city 
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may be in control of what is developed there.120 However, she has also supported extension of the 
lease of the land in the past. In 2018, Mayor Bowser worked with Republicans in Congress to try to 
include an extension of the lease into the must-pass year-end spending bill. This was an effort that 
also included talks with Dan Snyder and the Washington Football Team organization to help enable 
the return of the team to the District before Democrats took back control of the House of 
Representatives in January 2019.121  This provision was ultimately not included in the spending 
package, which faced many other issues due to former President Trump’s insistence on funding for a 
border wall leading to a government shutdown. 
 The push for the lease extension under Republican control of Congress was due to the fact 
that the preference of Republicans is to have a football stadium built on the site.122 They knew that 
lease extension faced an uphill battle with Democrats while the Washington Football Team was still 
named the Redskins.123 Although the lease extension did not necessarily mean that a football stadium 
would be the chosen anchor facility, it made it easier for that to be the outcome. Democrats in 
Congress again opposed inclusion of a lease extension in a must-pass spending bill in December 
2019. Congresswoman Norton attempted to facilitate a meeting between Mayor Bowser, D.C. 
Council Chairman Phil Mendelson, and Chairman of the House of Representatives Natural Resources 
Committee, Rep. Raúl M. Grijalva (D-AZ). This meeting broke down over concerns about whether 
the council would get to review any plans for the site.124  
Chairman Grijalva opposed the measure because he did not want to set the precedent of 
putting this type of measure into an appropriations bill. He additionally cited concerns of the name of 
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the Washington Redskins, with many other Democrats echoing this sentiment.125 Since the 
Washington Football Team dropped the Redskins name in July 2020, this helps alleviate some of the 
concerns of Congressional and District Democrats. However, some Democrats in Congress oppose 
any measure that would give Dan Snyder, the billionaire owner of the team, access to public assets 
because of his wealth.126  
 The D.C. Council has mixed opinions about what to do with the site and whether it should be 
acquired, with most of the council opposing construction of a football stadium. Chairman Phil 
Mendelson and Councilman Charles Allen, of Ward 6 which neighbors the stadium, worked to 
include provisions in the 2019 District spending plan that would prohibit the use of District funds to 
purchase the RFK stadium site.127 This was a blow to conveyance efforts. However, the reason behind 
this effort is because the Council largely opposed efforts to build a football stadium due to concerns 
over the Redskins name, opposition to the cost of a football stadium, and a desire to use the land for 
subsidized housing instead. On the other hand, some members of the Council do support a return of 
football to the city, including Councilman Vincent Gray, former mayor of D.C. and current Council 
representative of Ward 7, where RFK stadium is located.128 The name change of the team helps 
alleviate one of these concerns although cost concerns and a desire for subsidized housing still 
remain. The Council may oppose lease extension under the same grounds that it opposed efforts to 
buy the land in 2019. However, because lease extension does not include an exchange in money, like 
conveyance proposals do, there may be less resistance or less ways to resist. Again, it is important to 
emphasize that lease extension does not mean that a football stadium will necessarily be built, but it 
gives the city the option to determine what type of anchor facility would be built. 
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 Overall, a lot of the political opposition to recent lease extension efforts is due to the 
possibility that it would mean construction of a football stadium. Democratic Members of Congress 
and the D.C. Council have been opposed to a football stadium for several reasons, but high on the list 
was the former name of the Washington Football Team. Since this name has been changed, there 
could be more traction on this issue. Emphasizing that lease extension allows for development of an 
anchor facility, but that it will not necessarily be a football stadium, could help assuage concerns.  
Public Opinion 
 It is difficult to determine public opinion about the issue of extension of the lease or 
conveyance of the RFK stadium lands in particular. However, there are other related issues that can 
shed light on how the public feels about the future of the RFK stadium site. In a 2019 poll of District 
residents, 59% of respondents supported building a new football stadium where RFK stadium now 
stands, and 33% of respondents were opposed to building a new football stadium at the site.129 
However, support dropped substantially when asked if the District should provide the land for a new 
stadium or if the District should provide funds for a new stadium, as seen in the figure below. 
130 
Figure 4: Washington Post poll of District residents about building new football stadium 
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This shows there is support for a stadium, but that if construction of the stadium is contingent on the 
District providing land and funding, the public support would not be there. 
 It would be useful to conduct polling to determine what anchor facility or other development 
the public would like to see most for the RFK stadium site. Overall, D.C. residents oppose vacant 
lots,131 and the RFK stadium site has sat mostly unused for years already. Affordable housing is one 
of the other options mentioned for development of the site, although it is currently prohibited by the 
terms of the lease of the land. This is a reason many have called for conveyance of the land rather 
than extension of the lease so that the District could determine its best use, potentially including 
housing. The D.C. Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) and the Office of 
Planning (OP) conducted a survey of District residents in 2019 to determine whether current 
distribution of subsidized housing across the city is fair and where affordable housing development 
should occur in the future. The survey showed the current distribution of subsidized housing in the 
District, about half of which is located in Wards 7 and 8, as seen on the map below.132  
133 
Figure 5: Map showing the distribution of subsidized housing in the District of Columbia by planning area 
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The results showed that 80% of respondents felt strongly or very strongly that the distribution 
of subsidized housing in the District was unfair and that it should change. Further, respondents said 
that other areas, particularly in the northwest quadrant of the District and the Capitol Hill 
neighborhood, should have more of the subsidized housing development moving forward.134 
Although the stadium site is in Ward 7, it is part of the same planning area as Capitol Hill. This was 
one of the areas where respondents thought there should be more subsidized housing. It is hard to find 
new areas for subsidized housing in established neighborhoods, and the stadium site represents a large 
portion of land that could be developed for housing, if that was legally allowed. Conveyance, rather 
than lease extension, would allow for housing development of the site and would likely be supported 
by residents who want to see subsidized housing in this planning area. 
 The RFK stadium site issue is not directly related to D.C. statehood, but it speaks to some of 
the same principles of home rule and self-determination. Mayor Bowser, and four former D.C. 
mayors, wrote an opinion piece in the Washington Post in support of Congresswoman Norton’s 
proposal for conveyance of the land in H.R. 1883 of the 116th Congress. They wrote about the 
benefits of development, and also emphasized the need for the District to get to decide for itself what 
should be developed.135 Conveyance, rather than an extension of the lease, represents the District 
getting to decide more for itself rather than having to borrow from the federal government and 
continue to ask permission for what to build. The argument for D.C. statehood is not only about equal 
representation, but also the right of the District to make decisions for itself.136 
 District residents overwhelmingly support D.C. statehood, with 86% of voters favoring 
statehood in the 2016 referendum.137 On the other hand, national support for D.C. statehood is mixed. 
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A Fortune/SurveyMonkey poll in January 2021 showed 49% of respondents in support of statehood 
and 45% opposed. However, a March 2021 poll by RMG Research showed only 35% support, and 
41% opposed.138 Statehood prospects have stalled since the House passed H.R. 51 in April 2021, as 
there is not enough support in the Senate.139 Pushing for conveyance shows support for self-
determination for the District, while extending the lease could represent a capitulation to federal 
interests. It is important to weigh the messaging of supporting extension versus conveyance, but also 
keep in mind the importance of timing and getting something accomplished. 
Road to Passage 
 The timing of this policy proposal is important as its goal is to align with demolition of RFK 
Stadium. This would help ensure that there is minimal down time between demolition and 
construction of an anchor facility. There have been two efforts, in 2018 and 2019, to include 
extension of the RFK stadium lease in appropriations packages. These attempts failed, but it shows 
that this method can spark conversation and effort. The biggest hurdle to extension has been the 
former name of the Washington Football Team. Now that the team has changed its name, it will make 
it easier to overcome this hurdle. Conveyance may face additional hurdles because the D.C. Council 
could again prohibit District funds from being used to purchase the land and build a stadium like it 
did in 2019. Additionally, Republicans have supported the lease extension in the past, and would 
seem likely to again as they favor stadium development and generally oppose subsidized housing 
development.140141 
 Attaching the lease extension to appropriations bills has been the approach in the past, as they 
are must-pass bills. However, Chairman Grijalva has stated that he opposes using appropriations bills 
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for this type of measures because he believes it sets a bad precedent.142 Congresswoman Norton can 
introduce the bill to extend the lease and work to get it passed on its own. Although it is unlikely to 
receive dedicated floor time, it could pass more easily if there is agreement on both sides of the aisle 
about the approach. Another strategy would be to include this as part of the Build Back Better 
reconciliation package which the President is pushing to pass. It’s unclear if the measure would 
survive the Byrd rule in the Senate that requires the matter to have budgetary impact, but it’s also 
unclear if a point of order would be raised against the matter if Republicans are in agreeance. If the 
lease extension is not added to any must-pass bills this year, next year will offer new opportunities for 
passage. However, as next year is an election year, less legislation may get passed. Additionally, 
Congresswoman Norton could work again to bring together the stakeholders, namely Mayor Bowser, 
Council Chairman Mendelson, and Committee Chairman Grijalva to meet to work on a path forward. 
It’s important to emphasize that no final decisions about the anchor facility have been made, and that 
it would be best to meet to work through policy differences. 
Political Ramifications for Congresswoman Norton 
 Congresswoman Norton has long been a supporter of D.C. statehood. This year, the effort for 
statehood has gained traction, and the congresswoman has been in the spotlight because of it.143 To 
build on this success, particularly since movement on statehood has stalled, securing extension of the 
lease of the RFK stadium site would be a victory for the congresswoman. This first step in Congress 
is crucial to moving forward to secure funding for further development of the site, as Mayor Bowser 
has explained that the city cannot secure funding without long term control of the site.144 As 
demolition of RFK stadium nears, it would be better if Congresswoman Norton can help clear the 
way for future development rather than have Congress continue to be an impediment to progress. If 
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the RFK stadium lot remains empty and undeveloped for years because there has been no movement 
in Congress, this could reflect poorly on the congresswoman. 
 On the other hand, advocating for extension of the lease rather than conveyance may appear 
like a betrayal of self-determination principles, which D.C. statehood is based on and the 
congresswoman supports. Conveyance would give D.C. total control over the land, rather than being 
beholden to federal landlords and having to get permission from several federal organizations before 
any development. Particularly as Mayor Bowser has called publicly for conveyance and the 
congresswoman has supported conveyance before, publicly taking a different stance now would make 
the difference between the positions more glaring. This could weaken the congresswoman’s bona 
fides on self-determination, and by extension, statehood. It is crucial for the congresswoman to 
balance messaging and advocating for D.C.’s right to make decisions for itself with actually making 
progress on this issue and avoiding years of a vacant lot. 
 Congresswoman Norton ran unopposed in the 2020 Democratic primary, and handily won the 
general election with 86.3% of the vote.145 Looking ahead to the 2022 election, The Reverend Wendy 
Hamilton has already declared her intention to run.146 Notably, most political observers believe that 
Congresswoman Norton is favored to win in 2022.147 On the other hand, the House of 
Representatives is likely to flip to Republican control in 2022.148 While Republicans have worked on 
the lease extension in the past, they were allied with Washington Football Team owner Dan Snyder. 
They were working to extend the lease in order to enable a football stadium and to perhaps preclude 
other development options.149 It may be to Congresswoman Norton and the District’s benefit to work 
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to get extension passed while Democrats still control the House because this could leave development 
options open rather than being pigeonholed by Republicans. 
VII. Recommendation 
 I recommend that Congresswoman Norton refrain from introducing this policy proposal of 
lease extension legislation at this time and reevaluate next year. This ensures that no policy options to 
secure long term control of the land for D.C. are excluded from being considered for inclusion in the 
legislation that must pass before the end of this year. Lease extension and conveyance each have pros 
and cons, but it would be better to get either policy option passed rather than neither. By introducing 
legislation at this time, it would plant the congresswoman’s flag too firmly in the lease extension 
camp and might prevent the inclusion of any provision that ensures long term management of the 
stadium land in must-pass legislation. In the meantime, Congresswoman Norton should work to set 
up a meeting between Mayor Bowser, Council Chairman Mendelson, and Committee Chairman 
Grijalva to again try to get movement on this issue. 
 The goal of this policy proposal is to enable development of the RFK Stadium site within two 
years by securing long term management of the land by the District. The policy proposal of extending 
the lease is effective since it would secure the long term management of the land that is needed to 
obtain financing for any development projects. However, it is also limiting because the District would 
continue to only be allowed to use the land for recreational purposes. Additionally, the District would 
have to seek approval for any development from several federal government agencies, which could be 
limiting or slow down the process. 
 It is important to act in a timely manner in order to avoid delays following the 2022 
demolition of RFK stadium. Lease extension is likely the quicker way to secure long term 
management of the land since it has been considered before and has more bipartisan support in 
Congress. Additionally, Democrats in Congress are more likely to support action enabling long term 
development of the site now that the Washington Football Team has changed its name. Conveyance 
would likely face more opposition in Congress, particularly from Republicans who oppose using the 
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site for public housing, and thus take longer to get passed into law. However, District politicians 
prefer conveyance since it aligns with self-determination principles and would allow the District to 
have complete control over what would be developed on the stadium lands. District residents would 
likely prefer this as well, although they also are also likely to prefer action and development over 
continued inaction and languishment. The congresswoman needs to balance the importance of 
appealing to Congressional interests in order to secure long term management quickly with the 
politics in the District.  
 That is why I recommend not introducing any legislation about this policy at this time. The 
congresswoman should work behind the scenes to get long term management of the lands included in 
one of the must-pass year-end legislative efforts through lease extension or other methods including 
conveyance. Openly taking a position by offering legislation would weaken the congresswoman’s 
negotiating position and potentially keep conveyance off the table if her colleagues see her as 
supporting only lease extension. Additionally, it would appear to District residents and politicians like 
the congresswoman did not try hard enough to support conveyance, their preferred method. 
Announcing an accomplishment of getting the lease extension or conveyance passed would be better 
than trying to stake out a politically unpopular position. 
 If neither lease extension nor conveyance is included in any year-end legislation, the 
congresswoman should reevaluate the best way forward at the beginning of next year. She could then 
introduce lease extension legislation at that time or determine if it would be better to support 
conveyance or other policy options. Congress has opted to not include lease extension in two recent 
appropriations processes, so if it fails a third time to be included this year, a new strategy will 
definitely be needed. The recommendation to not introduce lease extension legislation at this time is 
the best way to shield the congresswoman from political fallout from a less popular policy solution. It 
is also the best way to give long term management of the land a chance of being included in must-
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